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PER CURI AM

Franci sco Lozano-Torres pled guilty to conspiracy to commt
money | aundering, 18 U.S.C A 8§ 1956(h) (Wst Supp. 2003), and was
sentenced to a term of 109 nonths inprisonnent. He appeals his
sentence,” contending that the district court erred in applying a

base offense |level of 23 under U.S. Sentencing Cuidelines Munual

§ 2S1.1(a)(1) (2000), and in finding that he was a | eader in the
of fense. USSG § 3Bl1.1(a). Lozano-Torres also nmaintains that his
attorney was ineffective in failing to object to the base offense
level or the role adjustment in the district court. W affirm
Because Lozano-Torres made no objection to the guideline
calculation at sentencing, we review his sentencing clains for

plain error. United States v. O ano, 507 U. S. 725, 732-37 (1993).

Lozano-Torres argues that no factual evidence supported the
governnent’s estimte that his offense involved twenty pounds of
nmet hanphet am ne and that the district court failed to inquire into
the degree and duration of his involvenent. W note that a base
of fense level of 23 applies whenever the defendant is convicted
under 18 U. S.C. 8§ 1956(a)(1)(A), as Lozano-Torres was. Therefore,

no error occurred in this respect.

Lozano-Torres filed a 28 U S . C. § 2255 (2000) notion
all eging that, despite his request, his counsel failed to note an
appeal. The district court vacated the judgnent and reinstated it
so that Lozano-Torres could file a tinely notice of appeal. See
United States v. Wtherspoon, 231 F.3d 923, 926 (4th G r. 2000);
United States v. Peak, 992 F.2d 39, 41-42 (4th Gr. 1993).




Further, our reviewof the materials submtted on appeal |eads
us to conclude that there was evidence to support the government’s
estimate that the conspiracy involved at |east twenty pounds of
nmet hanphet am ne, that the |aundered funds totaled approximtely
$130, 000, and that Lozano- Torres, as the supplier of
nmet hanphetam ne to the other conspirators, was a |eader in the
of fense. Consequently, the district court did not plainly err in
accepting the guideline calculation recomended in the presentence
report.

Because the record does not conclusively denponstrate that
Lozano-Torres’s attorney was ineffective in failing to contest the
sentence report on the grounds alleged here, his claim of

i neffective assistance i s not properly raised on direct appeal. See

United States v. King, 119 F. 3d 290, 295 (4th Cr. 1997) (clains of
i neffective assistance of counsel generally are not cogni zable on
direct appeal unless the record conclusively shows ineffective
assi st ance).

W therefore affirm the sentence inposed by the district
court. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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